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TRANSLATORS’ FOREWORD. 


KLARA ZETKIN AND THE SPARTACUS GROUP. 
ROME AND SPARTACUS. 


Spartacus was a Thracian gladiator, leader of a slave revolt 
which shook the Roman power to its foundations. But the 
economic conditions were not ripe for the abolition of the rule 
of the master class, and the Spartacist rising was no more than 
an episode amid the many struggles of faction that marked the 
last convulsive decades of the Roman republic—a ‘‘ republic ”’ 
of the same order as the ‘‘ democracy ”’ for which the world has 
so recently been made safe. The capture of Spartacus, who 
had been a bandit chief, cost Rome dear. With seventy of his 
comrades he broke prison, and raised the standard of revolt. 
Joined by vast numbers of fugitive slaves, he was within a year 
at the head of an army of a hundred thousand men; he defeated 
both the consuls, and for two years was practically master of 
Italy. He was uttimately overthrown by Crassus, a man of 
immense personal wealth, an able military commander, and in 
all respects a fit representative of the dominant caste. Crassus 
was a reallv fine disciplinarian. The Roman troops had been 
disheartened and disorganised by defeat, but their morale was 
restored by the process of decimation—the killing of every tenth 
man. After this salutary measure (one wonders why the slaves 
in uniform did not join the others), Crassus inflicted an over- 
whelming defeat on the forces of Spartacus, who perished in the 
battle, with most of his followers. Six thousand prisoners were 
taken, for whom restoration to slaverv was too good a fate, so 
they were crucified or impaled along either side of the Appian 
Way between Rome and Capua. Five thousand, who had 
escaped the slaughter in Lucania and the tender mercies of the 
executioner, having fled northward, encountered another 
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Roman army returning from Spain, and were all put to the 
sword. There was no squeamishness about these classical ex- 
ploiters. They had a splendid ruthlessness which should endear 
them to the young lions of the ‘‘ Morning Post.’’ 
GERMANY AND SPARTACUS. 

For nearly a century our German comrades have had their 
imaginations fired by the story of Spartacus. In 1823, Friedrich - 
Uechtritz, then little more than twenty years of age, published 
a drama entitled ‘‘ Rome and Spartacus.’’ But Uechtritz was 
neither a revolutionary thimker nor a great dramatic poet, and 
his work lacks inspiration. It is likely enough, however, that 
the reading of this play interested Johann Gottfried Kinkel in 
the Spartacist revolt, and made him realise the analogy between 
that movement and the proletarian stirrings of the forties. 
Kinkel was a Rhinelander, son of a Bonn pastor, and was born 
in 1815. We are not aware whether he ever came im contact 
with his Rhenish compatriot Karl Marx (b. 1818), but, like 
nearly all the German radicals of that day, he was greatly in- 
fluenced bv socialist ideas. In 1848, becoming editor of the 
“Bonner Zeitung,’’ a democratic paper, he issued a periodical 
supplement entitled ‘‘ Spartacus,’’ designed ‘‘ for the enlight- 
enment of the working class, and for the advocacy and the 
furtherance of the interests of that class.’’ Kinkel subse- 
quently took part in a rising in the Palatinate, was sentenced 
to life-long imprisonment, but escaped to England with the aid 
of Karl Schurz (later a noted statesman in the U.S.). After an 
American lecturing tour he settled down in London, and his 
subsequent activities do not seem to have been notably revo- 
lutionary. The fact that he had to gain his livelihood as teacher 
to a young ladies’ seminary in Bedford Square may have con- 
tributed to this movement towards the right! 

THE SPARTACUS GROUP. 

Not until free communication with Germany has been 
restored, perhaps not until there has been a successful bolshe- 
vist revolution in Germany, can we hope to secure an accurate 
history of the rise and progress of the Spartacist movement of 
the last two or three years. Its activities have perforce been 
mainly subterranean. We do not even know the precise name 
of the organisation—if there be any organisation. ‘‘ Avanti ’’ 
recently stated that Klara Zetkin had resigned the presidency 
and membership of the Independent Socialist Party of Wiir- 
temberg in order to join ‘‘ the Communist Party of the Socialist 
League.’’ More frequently the extreme left wing of the 
German socialists is spoken of as “‘ the Spartacus Group,’’ and 
it was as representatives of the Spartacus Group that Klara 
Zetkin, Rosa Luxemburg, Karl] Liebknecht, and Franz Mehring 
issued the ‘‘ Manifesto ’’ which was reproduced in the “‘ Call ”’ 


= 


5 

of January 30th, 1919. The document embodies the concep- 
tions of our own left wing, those that animate the Russian 
Socialist Federative Soviet Republic, those that have in- 
spired the latest revolution in Hungary, those of the ‘‘ bol- 
sheviks ’’ in every land. But a more telling statement of our 
revolutionary socialist philosophy is Comrade Zetkin’s 
‘* Through Dictatorship to Democracy,’’ the main constituent 
of the present pamplet. To return, however, for a moment to 
the before-mentioned Spartacist manifesto. We are apt to 
hold, and rightly, that revolutionary thought is the peculiar 
privilege of the young. Yet the ages of these four revolutionary 
leaders ranged from 48 (Liebkmecht) to 73 (Mehring). Klara 
Zetkin (whose maiden name was Eisner), the sole survivor of 
the signatories, was born in 1857. 


KLARA ZETKIN. 


Biographical details concerning Klara Zetkin are scanty in 
this country, but we owe some valuable information to the 
editor of the ‘*‘ Labour Woman,’’ who writes: ‘‘ She is certainly 
not of working-class origin. J think all her people were scholars 
and university folk of Leipzig, and their respectability was very 
much shaken when she returned to Leipzig after her marriage, 
and her friends among the socialists hung a red flag in her 
brother’s garden.’’ From the issue of the ‘‘ Labour Woman ”’ 
for January, 1915, we clip the following picturesque details :— 

She is socialist in her verv fibre, and she is a fighter ready to 
face death rather than give way on any issue of import in the 
people’s struggles. Her short thick figure, crowned with 
smooth white hair, her vehement gestures, the glowimg heat 
with which her speeches radiate, the temerity with which she 
hurls an accusation and the hardiness with which she accepts 
one, are well-known to all who have met her in conferences. 
, She was born in Saxony, and trained (a rather un- 
usual thing for a German girl) more in the intellectual side of 
life than in the domestic. She was a university student and 
a teacher, until she broke away from her family traditions 
and married a voung Russian refugee. They went to Paris, 
where he died after a few years, leaving her with two little 
bovs to bring up. During her married life in Paris, and in the 
vears afterwards in Stuttgart, she knew much of poverty, but 
one sees her fighting successfully to give the boys a good start 
in life while vet relaxing none of her efforts to help on the 
growth of socialism. The early davs were those of the excep- 
tional laws against the socialists, when all political organisa- 
tion was dangerous and every meeting was secret. 

She still passes by the name of her first husband, the Rus- 
sian revolutionary, though later in life she married a German 
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artist named Zundel. 
ZETKIN’S WRITINGS. 

For twenty-seven years Klara Zetkin was editor of ‘‘ Gleich- 
heit ’’ (Equality), a bi-monthly journal dealing mainly with 
the interests of working women. She was removed from 
this position by the party executive in the summer of 1917, in 
consequence of her continued championship of Zimmerwaldian 
views (or, as we should now call them, bolshevist views). 
Under the auspices of the Independent Socialists there was then 
founded the ‘‘ Frauenbeilage ’’ (Women’s Supplement) of the 
Leipzeiger Volkszeitumg,’’ and this was placed in her charge. 
Quite recently, we believe, through her breach with the Inde- 
pendents, she has likewise forfeited this position. Most of her 
writings have been contributions to these two periodicals. She 
has also contributed a number of articles to the ‘‘ Neue Zeit.’’ 
Among independent publications, the following may be men- 
tioned :—Working Women and the Woman’s Question, 1889; 
The Intellectual Proletariat, the Woman’s Question, and 
Socialism, 1902; The Beginnings of the Proletarian Woman’s 
Movement in Germany, 1906; The Woman’s Suffrage Ques- 
tion, 1907; Art and the Proletariat, 1910; Karl Marx and his 
Life Work, 1913. One only of these has ever been published in 
English, and is now out of print. Her style is forceful, but is 
as a rule somewhat prolix, so that it gains by condensation 
when translated. ‘‘ Through Dictatorship to Democracy ’’ is 
an admirable exception in this latter respect, for the translation 
is practically literal. She has always been greatly interested in 
the woman’s suffrage question, but exclusively from the pro- 
letarian and socialist outlook. Of late, with her movement 
away from parliamentarism, she has ceased to write much about 
the suffrage, taking it for granted that under the rule of the 
workers all working women will share the privileges of all work- 
ing men. She was the convener of the conference of ‘socialist 
women held at Stuttgart more than ten years ago which even- 
tuated in the foundation of the women’s socialist international, 
or, to give it its full title, The Women’s International Council 
of Socialist and Labour Organisations. Ever since, she has 
acted as international secretarv of this council. She summoned 
the socialist women’s conference held at Berne in 1915—with 
the exception of the unofficial meetings of Zimmerwald and 
Kienthal the only effective assembly of the International held 
during the continuance of the war. 

ERGATOCRACY VERSUS DEMOCRACY. 

Were we to pass any criticism upon the article which fol- 
lows, it would concern the title. The term ‘* democracy ’’ has 
been soiled by all ignoble use. Woodrow Wilson told us that 
the war was to make the world safe for democracy, and we 
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socialists, or we bolshevists at any rate, know that democracy 
is the ‘‘ cracy ’’ (Greek, ‘‘ kratos ’’--rule) of the capitalist class 
masquerading as ‘‘demos’’, the people. Slave-owning and 
feudalist barony were franker manifestations of class rule— 
theugh even slave owners and feudal barons made a parade of 
philanthropy at times. As Jack London puts it, one of the main 
props of ownership has ever been the sense of ethical righteous- 
ness that permeates the oligarch class. Woodrow Wilson is the 
slave of his own phrasemaking. But we care nought for demos, 
the demos which capitalist ‘‘ democracy ’’ can ever skilfully 
divide and rule. Our aim is ERGATocRAcy, the rule of the 
workers (Greek, “‘ ergates ’’--a worker). We shall pass through 
dictatorship to ergatocracy. What is termed democracy is the 
class rule of the owners, camouflaged as the rule of the 
“‘ people.’’. Ergatocracy is not class rule at all, for when the 
stage of the dictatorship of the proletariat has been traversed, 
class will have ceased to exist. Except for the immature, the 
elderly, and the debilitated, all will be workers. The very idea 
of “‘ rule ’’ is foreign to the modern mind. Does this seem to 
conflict with our insistence on the need for dictatorship? The 
rule, the dictatorship, will be transient. Masaryk clinched the 
matter in 1913 (‘‘ The Spirit of Russia,’’ § 199) when he wrote: 
“* The political and social aim of democracy is to abolish a 
relationship of subjection and rule. . . . Modern demo- 
cracy does not aim at RULE at all but at ADMINISTRATION, at the 
administration of the people, bv the people, for the people. How 
this new conception, this new estimate, of state organisation 
and social organisation can be carried out in practice is no mere 
question of POWER; it is a difficult problem of ADMINISTRATIVE 
TECHNIQUE.’’ Masaryk’s phrasing goes far to embody the 
advance from pseudo-democracy to democracy. But if, modi- 
fying his wording, we declare our aim to be ‘‘ THE ADMINISTRA 
TION OF THE WORKERS, BY THE WORKERS, FOR THE WORKERS,’’ we 
advance yet further, from democracy to ergatocracv, that is, to 
bolshevism. EDEN and CEDAR PAUL. 
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Through Dictatorship to 


Democracy. 
By Klara Zetklin. 


_ In a recent article entitled ‘‘ Democracy versus Dictator- 
ship,’’ Comrade Kautsky opposed the dictatorship of the pro-- 
letariat and the peasantry as it has been established in Russia 
by the bolshevist overthrow of the state authority. He ex- 
pressed his dissent from the views of those socialists who have 
contended that in existing circumstances this dictatorship is 
historically justified. Substantially Kautsky’s opinions are 
identical with those recently published by Martoff, a menshevik 
comrade, in his writing ‘‘ Marx and the Problem of the Dictator- 
ship of the Proletariat.’’ My answer to Kautsky’s criticism of 
the bolsheviks runs as follows :— 

BOLSHEVISM AND THE STRONG HAND. 

The use of the strong hand is the essential characteristic 
of bolshevist activity. This is not ideal, but unavoidable. It 
may be contrary to the prescriptions of democracy, and yet it 
subserves the interests of democracy. If, for all who live in 
Russia, democracy is to become an energy-diffusing socialistic 
reality, the bolsheviks cannot escape the necessity of sacrificing, 
as a transient measure, the rights of certain individuals and of 
certain social groups. That this should happen is an inevitable 
feature of historic evolution. Democracy is of a twofold nature, 
being simultaneously means and end of historic evolution. As 
end or goal of historic evolution it may come into conflict with 
itself as means of historic evolution. The dictatorship of the 
proletariat and the peasantry in Russia bears the insignia of this 
contradiction. Plaintive voices from Russia, the criticisms 
uttered by the adversaries of ‘‘ bolshevism ’’ in other lands, 
assure us that since the bolsheviks attained to power they have 
everywhere infringed and sacrificed democratic principles. 
Democracy, we are told, has repeatedly been given the go-by: 
in the dissolution of the Constituent Assemblv;: in the depriva- 
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tions of civil rights announced in the soviet constitution; and 
m the declaration of the mass terror. Doubtless! But without 
such infringements could the revolution have been saved, could 
it have been carried a stage further, could the revolutionists 
have continued to work for socialism, which alone guarantees 
democracy for all? This is the crucial question, and for me the 
answer is self-evident, considering the circumstances attendant 
upon the Russian revolution. 
DISSOLUTION OF THE CONSTITUENT ASSEMBLY. 

T hold that the dissolution of the Constituent Assembly, far 
from involving a sacrifice of democracy, made democracy more 
effective. No doubt that assembly had been elected upon the 
basis of a democratic suffrage, but the elections had taken place 
before the bourgeois watchwords and the bourgeois-socialist 
programme of compromise had lost their allurements for the 
broad masses of the workers. They had taken place before the 
decisive historic moment in which the November revolution and 
the acceptance of the soviet government by the organised 
workers, peasants, and soldiers, had effectively condemned as 
** partial and imadequate ’’ the programmes of the two opening 
phases of the revolution and of the parties that had put these 
programmes forward. It should be added that, during the open- 
ing periods, the economic and social power of the possessing 
classes was still sufficient to exercise considerable influence upon 
the electoral results. The Constituent Assembly could not pos- 
sibly be regarded as an unfalsified expression of the opinions 
and the will of the workers. In so far as in Russia we can speak 
of a popular will, that will was indubitably incorporated in the 
decisions of the soviets. Was the provisional soviet government 
to abdicate its real power in favour of the will-o’-the-wisp demo- 
cracy of the Constituent Assembly? Was the soviet govern- 
ment to entrust the work of revolution to bourgeois hands, to 
hands that were itching to fetter, nay to strangle, this unruly 
intruder? Or was power to be handed over to the social revo- 
lutionaries, who had proved too weak to protect the revolution ? 
To take such a step would have been no less foolish than 
criminal. | 

REVOLUTIONARY WINE AND PARLIAMENTARY BOTTLES. 

There is another point to consider. The revolution had not 
arrested its progress at the goal of a bourgeois revolution. Tran- 
scending anv such aim, it had revealed the titanic figure of a 
proletarian revolution, of one aiming at socialistic reorganisa- 
tion. Had thev accepted parliamentarism, the bolsheviks 
would have accepted an institution which, however important, 
is of very limited value; an institution which even in times of 
peaceful evolution has proved obviously inadequate to the needs 
of the proletarian struggle for emancipation; an institution 
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which, adapted to the requirements of the capitalist order, must 
necessarily fail to meet the necessities of those whose purpose 
it is to subvert that order. It is undeniable that the proletariat. 
must derive all the advantage that can be derived from parlia- 
mentary institutions. But parliament is one of those state insti- 
tutions which a victorious proletariat cannot simply take over 
and use for its own purposes. The new revolutionary wine 
must not be poured into old bottles. From this outlook, ‘‘ bol- 
shevism "’ was assuredly justified in replacing the Constituent 
Assembly by the soviets, in replacing the activity of a deter- 
minative and legislative assembly, by the activity of organisa- 
tions upon the broadest possible democratic basis, and simul- 
taneously legislative, administrative, and executive. 

PROLETARIAN DICTATORSHIP PROVISIONAL. 

It is undeniable that the democracy created by the soviet 
constitution is incomplete; it is incontestable that thereby large 
groups of persons are excluded from the suffrage. But the 
critics seem to forget that these disqualifications are merely 
provisional, that they will be enforced solely for the period 
during which the dictatorship of the proletariat and the peas- 
antry persists and must persist. The constitution leaves no 
doubt upon this matter. The dissolution of Old Russia, the 
coming of New Russia, are not yet so far advanced as to enable 
the soviet government with one stroke of the pen or with a 
single mighty blow to abolish private ownership of the means 
of production. In Russia, the knell of private property has not 
vet sounded, the hour for the expropriation of all expropriators 
has not yet struck. Minorities still possess economic power and 
social power. can still use and misuse these powers against the 
overwhelming majoritv of the workers. Is political power to 
be superadded, to enable them to pursue their egoistic aims in 
defiance of the interests of the community at large? Let us 
clear our minds of phrases; let us cut loose from formalities ; 
let us cease to reiterate the shibboleth that ‘‘ the masses have 
the right and the power ”’ to counteract the anti-social machina- 
tions of the possessing minorities. Is it not obvious that, in 
reality, things will be verv different until economic freedom and 
economic equality shall have endowed the entire nation with 
spiritual freedom and maturitv? Who would not laugh at a 
military commander so unwise as to send artillery and shells 
as a gift to the hostile army? Yet the bolsheviks are supposed 
to have committed a deadly sin in that they refused to arm and 
equip the reactionarv minorities for the struggle against the 
revolution. This too at the very moment when revolution and 
counter-revolution were at life-and-death grips: when the 
counter-revolution was not merely supported bv all the reac- 
tionary energies of Russia, but was being furnished by the 
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Allied governments with troops, money, and moral support. 
MerasurEs oF Miuitary NECESSITY. 

The dissolution of the Constituent Assembly, the use of 
forcible measures against opponents, the declaration of the 
mass terror—these are bitter fruits of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat and the peasantry. They must be regarded as 
measures of military necessity. ‘‘A la guerre comme 4 la 
guerre.’’ (When you are making war, make war.) The bol- 
shevist leaders of revolutionary Russia are engaged in a war of 
unparalleled significance. Here the moral and political stan- 
dards of everyday life fail us. On this colossal stage, individual 
measures and individual phenomena are dwarfed into insigni- 
ficance. The drama is one of overwhelming historic import, 
and it must be accepted or rejected as a whole. Who wills the 
end, must not shrink from the means. A proletarian revolution 
aiming at socialism cannot be effected without dictatorship. 
Above all is this true under existing conditions in Russia. 

THE APPEAL TO Marx. 

The ungracious critics of our Russian friends do not, 
indeed, absolutely reject dictatorship on principle. What they 
take amiss is the character of the dictatorship in Russia. Karl 
Kautsky endeavours to prove that dictatorship and democracy 
must go hand in hand. The dictatorship must not sacrifice 
democratic principles but must realise them. The dictatorship 
must be an effluence of democracy. It must subserve the will 
of the majority and the interests of the majority. According to 
the critics, neither of these requirements is fulfilled in Russia. 
The small bolshevist minority, we are told, employing brutal 
and forcible measures, constrains the overwhelming majority of 
Russians to accept bolshevist policv. This policy, far from safe- 
guarding the revolution, endangers the revolution; far from 
advaneing socialism, compromises socialism. This is the kernel 
of the critical onslaughts, which are directed at a mark beyond 
‘‘ bolshevism,’’ which aim at elarifying, at revising, the theory 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat. We are given chains of 
logical inferences, attempts at a new outline of the concept of 
dictatorship, as contrasted with the old theory, which is rejected 
as ‘‘ blanquist ’’ or ‘‘ jacobin.’” The arguments are, of course, 
peppered with appeals to Marx and Engels, and with quotations 
from these authors. I have carefully read the expositions, but 
my general outlook upon the question, upon the application of 
the doctrine to the special case of the Russian revolution, and 
upon the part played by the bolsheviks in that revolution, re- 
mains unchanged. As concerns the contentious questions of 
our own dav, what does it matter whether the historic pheno- 
mena which Marx witnessed during his lifetime led him to 
modify his concention of the dictatorship of the proletariat ; 
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what does it matter if, having at first been inclined to a 
‘‘jacobin ’’ outlook, he subsequently came rather to adopt an 
‘evolutionist and parliamentarist ’’ view. With all due defer- 
ence to Comrade Martoff’s wide knowledge of Marxist theory, 
and to the indisputable acumen with which he applies that 
theory, we may none the less feel inclined to challenge his 
deductions, and the way in which he contrasts his interpretation 
of Marx with the dictatorship exercised by the bolsheviks. But 
even if we believe Martoff to be right concerning Marx's opinions 
and concerning the applicability of those opinions to the Russian 
situation, there is one simple fact still to be remembered, and 
it is that historical evolution was not arrested when the pen 
fell from Marx’s hand. 
THE NEW CAPITALISM. 

Since that day, the capitalist economy has not merely 
grown, but has exhibited entirely new phenomena, phenomena 
of notable importance. To enumerate a few of these, we have: 
formation of rings, trusts, and syndicates; the assumption of 
the premier place in industry by iron and steel products in place 
of textiles; the revolutionary transformation effected by im- 
provements in electrical technology; the interlacements of 
industrial capital, commercial capital, and banking capital to 
constitute financial capital, and the world-wide dominion of the 
latter, etc. In the home policy and the foreign policy of all the 
more highly evolved states can be traced the influence of a 
further developed and maturer capitalism. Although on the 
surface the amenities of life may seem to have improved, the 
class struggle between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie has 
in realitv been intensified. Among the struggling classes we se€ 
a medlev and a confusion of impulses towards far-reaching 
settlements and dread of such settlements, of great schemes 
and little deeds. The dominant classes are increasingly inclined 
to cling to the fugitive political past. We note the decay of 
bourgeois parliamentarism, and its more and more obvious in- 
capacity to assist the proletarian struggle for freedom towards 
decisive issues. Above all we are impressed bv the mighty 
expansion of imperialism, with its insatiable thirst for world 
dominion, with its overgrown armaments, its colonial under- 
takings and its wars, its extremist policy of exploitation and 
oppression alike at home and abroad. 

MARXISM A PROGRESSIVE DOCTRINE. 

Who dares maintain that in face of the developments of the 
last decades, Marx, an out-and-out revolutionary thinker, would 
not have modified his conception of the dictatorship of the pro- 
letariat in accordance with the teaching of towering facts? If 
we assume Comrade Martoff to be right as to the theory Marx 
‘held more than forty years ago, can we not rest agsured that 
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Marx would have revised that theory had he been alive to-day ? 
To Marx, theory was something greater than a means of eluci- 
dating the world; it was a means for transforming the world. 
But, for this very reason, he never regarded his theories as 
eternal and immutable truths to which reality must conform; 
for him, reality always remained the object of research, the 
thing to be conscientiously investigated, the thing from which 
his theories were acquired, and in accordance with which his 
theories must in case of need be modified. I am confident that 
at this juncture Marx’s conception of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat would display remarkably little similarity with the 
meek and lowly ideal, the ideal of those who aim only at har- 
mony and at the co-operation of all persons of ‘‘ good will,’’ 
the ideal which bashfully simpers at us from the expositions 
of the adversaries of bolshevism. Marx’s revolutionary intelli- 
gence was as keen as a sword; his heart glowed with revolu- 
tionary fire ; his revolutionary will was hard as steel. Marx was 
ever a revolutionary fighter, a man of action, and I cannot 
believe that he would be found to-day among the critics of 
bolshevism. 

On paper “‘ the dictatorship of the proletariat ’’ and ‘‘ the 
ideal of complete democracy ’’ may be linked with the simple 
copula. In the world of reality, it is otherwise. The historic 
essence of dictatorship is domimion—stark, coercive dominion. 
Without infringing the rights and interests of minorities, it is 
as impossible as the quadrature of the circle. The historic 
justification of the dictatorship of the proletariat lies m this, 
that the dictatorship is exercised in the interests of the 
enormous majority of the population, and that it is no more 
tham a means of transition, for it aims at suspending itself, at 
rendering itself impossible, at realising the ideal of democracy 
—a free people, in a free land, living by free labour. 

PERDURABITITY OF BOLSHEVISM. 

Our anti-bolsheviks deny that the extant dictatorship in 
Russia possesses these justifications. They declare that the 
bolshevik dictatorship is the work of an inconsiderable minority 
of dogmatists and fanatics who, in the interests of narrow- 
minded partisan conceptions and a narrow partisan policy, 
desire by the brutal exercise of force to constrain the enormous 
majority of the Russian people to swallow the bolshevist pre- 
scriptions now and for the future. Whence do those who hold 
such views derive the certainty that the bolshevist policy is that 
of an inconsiderable minority of Russian workers and peasants ? 
In my opinion, the number, the loudness, and the passion of 
the attacks on the coercive rule of the bolsheviks should not 
make us over-estimate the extent or the importance of serious 
hostility to the policy of the soviet government. It is an old 
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experience, and one readily explicable, that, in the struggles of 
faction, minorities which are greatly outnumbered are apt to 
display peculiar violence. It is for them a natural need to 
convince the world that in spite of defeat they have power and 
are in the right. J 

Who will deny that many of the workers, numbers of the 
peasants, and above all most of the imtelligentsia, neither share 
the views nor endorse the policy of the bolsheviks? None the 
less, a very large proportion, if not the majority, of those pro- 
letarians and peasants who take an active interest in political 
matters, support the bolsheviks, and the same is true of the 
social revolutionaries of the left. This opinion is confirmed by 
the fact that those who are, it is alleged, in an infinitesimal 
minority, though reproached with errors, deeds of violence, 
breaches of* principle, and so on, have retained power for a 
considerably longer period than that for which the provisional 
governments of the two opening phases of the revolution held 
sway. Moreover, this has taken place under conditions of 
almost unprecedented difficulty, throughout the terrible ordeal 
of the peace of Brest-Litovsk, and in face of the ever-present 
menace of famine. The anti-bolsheviks may say what they 
please, but the mere use of force cannot account for the per- 
durability of the soviet government—which has lasted far longer 
than is usual in time of revolution. No minority whose power 
rested only upon force could continue in such circumstances 
and for so long a time to sit on bayonets. 

THROUGH DICTATORSHIP TO DEMOCRACY. 

The persistence of soviet rule, which, the confident pro- 
phets assured us, could not possibly last more than a few weeks, 
enables us to infer with certaintv that this government is sup- 
ported bv the broad masses of the Russian people. The bol- 
sheviks, and the left social revolutionaries who co-operate with 
them, constitute the stalwart framework of the Russian revo- 
lutionary army. Through their readiness for action, through 
their capacity, they inspire confidence in the masses and rally 
the masses to their support. The need for dictatorship shows 
us, indeed, that the number and importance of the opponents 
of the soviet government must by no means be underestimated. 
Power must be used to repress power. Our hope is that the 
dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry will maintain 
itself long enough to abolish itself when it has fulfilled its 
function and reached its goal. For whereas during the two 
opening periods of the revolution the path of the governments 
led from the fine ideal of democracy to the harsh and cruel 
reality of dictatorship, the path of the soviet dominion will Jead 
from the harsh and cruel reality of dictatorship to the beautiful 
and realised dream of democracy. 
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